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The importance of entrepreneurship for social and economic growth is generally 
accepted. In addition, intrapreneurship or corporate entrepreneurship is recognized as 
one of the key elements for organizational development. In this context, corporate 
culture and, specifically, entrepreneurial competences are considered to be catalysts for 
intrapreneurship. The main purpose of this paper is to analyse the influence of resources 
and capabilities on the probability of becoming an intrapreneur. Using data obtained 
from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) for 39 countries, and a logistic 
model, the study shows that entrepreneurial resources and capabilities, such as previous 
entrepreneurial experience, entrepreneurial competences and the ability to detect 
business opportunities, influence intrapreneurial behaviour. The contributions of this 
research are both conceptual (advancing corporate entrepreneurship theory) and 
practical (relating to the design of policies to foster intrapreneurial activities).  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Intrapreneurship2 is an important element in organizational and economic 
development (Pearce & Robbins, 1994; Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001), as it provides a 
potential means for revitalizing established companies (Pinchot, 1985; Guth & 
Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra, 1995; Zahra & Covin, 1995). Nowadays, companies need to 
innovate constantly if they want to succeed (Huse et al., 2005; Antoncic, 2007); they 
need to improve their flexibility, competitiveness, and reactivity (Littunen & Virtanen, 
2006). There is a growing consensus that established companies need to nurture 
                                                     
1 Corresponding autor. 
2 Entrepreneurship that occurs within organizations has been described in various terms. In this research 




entrepreneurship throughout their operations in order to compete successfully in 
changing environments (Sathe, 2003). Many authors have considered internal 
entrepreneurship as a method to offer an organization a strategic option to refine its 
business concept, to meet changing customer needs and expectations, and to enhance its 
competitive position (Pinchot, 1985; Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Carrier, 1994; Zahra, 
1996; Zahra & Garvis, 2000). 
The concept of intrapreneurship has been evolving over the last 25 years (Peterson & 
Berger, 1972). Terms such as intrapreneuring (Pinchot, 1985), corporate 
entrepreneurship (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990), corporate venturing (Vesper, 1990), and 
internal corporate entrepreneurship (Schollhammer, 1982) have been used to describe 
the phenomenon of intrapreneurship. Perhaps one of the broadest and most widely 
accepted definitions of intrapreneurship is “entrepreneurship within an existing 
organization” (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Some researchers have used narrower 
definitions, excluding smaller organizations and focusing on corporations (Pinchot, 
1985), while others limit the term to the formation of new ventures (Badguerahanian & 
Abetti, 1995). Overall, several authors have concluded that this concept may take 
several forms (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999), as the studies of intrapreneurship are 
multidisciplinary and use several sources, which are often located within the works of 
entrepreneurship (Cunningham & Lischeron, 1991). Most empirical studies show a 
positive relationship between intrapreneurship and organizational performance (Zahra, 
1991). Therefore, some scholars have focused on identifying the factors that contribute 
to or enhance intrapreneurship (Castrogiovanni et al., 2011). Their discussions have 
emphasized the importance of a variety of sources, such as the firm’s external 
environment (Covin & Slevin, 1989), organizational culture (Zahra, 1991), and 
structure (Miller, 1983). 
Today, however, there are still many areas where further work is needed. In this regard, 
it is noteworthy that not many articles use empirical data to analyse ventures’ corporate 
business. The main purpose of this master thesis is to analyse the influence of resources 
and capabilities on the probability of becoming an intrapreneur. The research uses 
resource-based theory (RBT) as a conceptual framework. RBT has been increasingly 
used in multiple empirical papers that study entrepreneurial factors (Eisenhardt & 
Schoonhoven, 1996; Rothaermel et al., 2007, among others). However, very few papers 
in the intrapreneurship field are grounded in this theory (Yiu & Lau, 2008; 
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Castrogiovanni et al., 2011). In addition, a logistic regression analysis, and data from 
the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) for 39 countries is used. The study 
demonstrates the importance of resources and capabilities for the development of 
intraprenurial activities. 
The implications of this research are both conceptual and practical. On the one hand, the 
study advances the theory of corporate entrepreneurship and contributes to an 
improvement in the measurement of the resources and capabilities variables. On the 
other hand, this paper provides valuable insights for the design of policies to foster 
intrapreneurial activities. 
The paper is structured as follows. After this brief introduction, in the second section we 
review the literature on RBT and intrapreneurship. After that we present the model and 
hypotheses of the research. The fourth section presents the detail of the research 
methodology. The fifth section discusses the empirical results of the study. Finally, the 
paper points out the most relevant conclusions and suggests some future lines of 
research. 
 
2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
2.1. Intrapreneurship dimensions 
Organizational performance, growth and development may depend considerably 
on intrapreneurship, as intrapreneurship helps managers to renew and revitalize their 
businesses and to innovate (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; Phan et al., 2009; Benitez-
Amado et al., 2010). Authors see intrapreneurship as doing new things and departing 
from customary methods in order to pursue opportunities (Vesper, 1990); or as a 
process by which individuals inside organizations pursue opportunities without regard 
to the resources they currently control (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990); or as a spirit of 
entrepreneurship within the existing organization (Hisrich & Peters, 1995); or as 
emergent behavioural intentions or behaviours deviating from the customary way of 
doing business (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003; Antoncic & Antoncic, 2011). 
Despite the fact that there are several types and labels for the intrapreneurship concept, 
the majority of researchers have recognized that corporate entrepreneurship is 
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fundamentally represented in three entrepreneurial acts: innovation, venturing, and 
renewal (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990). The innovative dimension refers to product and 
service innovation with emphasis on development and innovation in technology 
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Intrapreneurship includes new product development, 
product improvements and new production methods and procedures (Schollhammer, 
1982). New business venturing is the most salient characteristic of intrapreneurship 
because it can result in a new business creation within an existing organization 
(Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994) by redefining the company’s products (or services) 
and/or by developing new markets (Zahra, 1991). And finally, strategic renewal 
involves activities aimed at redefining the firm’s relationship with its markets or 
competitors by fundamentally altering how it competes (Covin & Miles, 1999). In 
contrast to related notions of restructuring and rejuvenation that capture discrete 
initiatives, strategic renewal involves fundamental repositioning efforts by the firm 
within its competitive space. 
Some authors like Antoncic & Hisrich (2001) take into account more than these 3 
dimensions. They include a fourth dimension, the proactiveness which is related to 
aggressive posturing relative to competitors (Knight, 1997). A proactive firm is inclined 
to take risks by conducting experiments (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994). It takes 
initiative (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) and is bold an aggressive in pursuing opportunities 
(Covin & Slevin, 1991). Later Antoncic & Hisrich (2003) developed the eight-
dimensional intrapreneurship concept which includes: new ventures, new business, 
product/service innovativeness, process innovativeness, self-renewal, risk taking, 
proactiveness and competitive aggressiveness. Besides, it is considered that it is feasible 
that different types of these corporate entrepreneurship dimensions can exist in the same 
firm (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994). 
 
Environment, individual, organization 
Intrapreneurship research has identified three different sets of antecedents: The 
environment, the individual level, and the organization. The environment has 
historically been viewed as a determinant of entrepreneurial activity at both the 
individual as well as organizational level (Covin & Slevin, 1991). Researchers building 
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contingency models to explain and predict intrapreneurship and its outcomes tend to 
incorporate, in addition to internal variables, a set of external environmental variables 
(Zahra, 1991, 1993; Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; Burgers et al., 2009). In occasions, 
environment has been analysed from an institutional perspective (North 1990, 2005). 
The institutional approach stresses the function carried out by institutions in economic 
development and has turned out to be one of the most suitable frameworks for the 
analysis of institutional factors that influence the development of entrepreneurial actions 
(Toledano et al., 2010). The list of environmental conditions that can trigger 
entrepreneurial activity in established firms is quite extensive (Sathe, 2003). Actually, 
Schindehutte, et al. (2000) use a review of literature in the areas of corporate 
entrepreneurship and organizational innovation to identify no less than 40 “key triggers” 
of corporate entrepreneurship activity, roughly half of which would be considered 
“environmental” in nature (Ireland et al., 2009). Thus, in terms of influencing 
intrapreneurship, the external environment appears as an important determinant (Covin 
& Slevin, 1991). 
We find a second level of analysis on the individual intrapreneur (Pearce et al., 1997; 
Brundin et al., 2008; Akehurst et al., 2009; Hornsby et al., 2009; Ireland et al., 2009) 
which puts emphasis on the intrapreneur’s individual characteristics. Recognition and 
support of entrepreneurs in organizations is also a part of this focal area. According to 
this view corporate entrepreneurs are the individuals who take hands-on responsibility 
for innovating within an organization (Pinchot, 1985). Some of the research in this area 
emphasizes the vital role of middle managers in creating an environment that 
encourages innovation and entrepreneurship (Hornsby et al., 2002; Kuratko et al., 2009) 
and few puts emphasis on intrapreneurial activities carried on by top managers 
(Srivastava and Lee, 2005). 
At an organizational level there is a focus on the formation of new corporate ventures 
(Carrier, 1994; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Renko et al., 2009; Lin, 2011) with a 
primary emphasis on the differentiation of types of new ventures, their fit with the 
corporation and their enabling corporate internal environment. Attention has been paid 
as well to the entrepreneurial organization (Burgelman, 1983; Pinchot, 1985; Kuratko et 
al., 1993; Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994; Shepherd et al., 2009; Zahra et al., 2009) 
which mainly emphasizes characteristics of such organizations. Previous research has 
focused on the type of intra-organizational environment impediments as well as the 
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benefits of developing entrepreneurship in corporations (Pinchot, 1985; Hornsby et al., 
1993; Filatotchev et al., 1999). The first set of antecedents that influences 
intrapreneurship are organizational characteristics (e.g. communication openness, 
control mechanisms, environmental scanning intensity, organizational and management 
support) and organizational values (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Besides special 
attention has been paid to entrepreneurial strategies and to what they can do for a firm 
or not (Kuratko et al., 2005; Corbett & Hmieleski, 2007; Perez-Luño et al., 2011). 
Actually authors like Cooper et al. (2000: 116) have asserted that “entrepreneurial 
strategy has begun to be viewed as potential source of firms’ competitive advantage, a 
way in which established firms can develop capabilities that are central to their 
continuing success”. 
In addition, most of the research on intrapreneurship at this organizational level focuses 
mostly on large corporations (Zahra, 1991, 1993; Birkinshaw, 1997; Ahuja & Lampert, 
2001; Menzel et al., 2007, Verbeke et al., 2007, among others). Despite the fact that 
authors like Carrier (1994: 56) state that “intrapreneurship can be important not only for 
large corporations but also for small and medium-sized enterprises” few times the focus 
of analysis is on middle to small companies (Castrogiovanni et al., 2011). More 
recently, special attention has been paid to companies operating in technological sectors 
(Marvel et al., 2007; Kelley et al., 2009) as this kind of companies usually compete in 
very innovative environments. 
 
2.2. Resource-based theory (RBT) 
Resource-based theory (RBT) defines a company as a unique collection of 
resources and capabilities that cannot be bought and sold freely on the market. This 
approach views the firm as an historically determined collection of assets or resources 
which are tied semi-permanently to the firm’s management (Wernerfelt, 1984). Barney 
(1991: 101) defines firm resources as “all assets, capabilities, organizational processes, 
firm attributes, information, knowledge, etc. controlled by a firm that enable the firm to 
conceive of and implement strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness”. In 
the language of traditional strategic analysis, firm resources are strengths that firms can 
use to conceive of and implement their strategies (Porter, 1981). Differences in 
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resources, capabilities, or basic competences are considered a source of a sustainable 
competitive advantage (Penrose, 1959) and unique resource endowments serve to 
explain differences in firms’ performances (Barney, 1991; Barney et al., 2001).  
Valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable resources are sources of a firm’s 
competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). These kinds of firm-specific resources 
potentially have strategic value when they allow a firm efficiently and effectively to 
take advantage of opportunities (or neutralize threats) (Barney, 1991). Those resources 
that are valuable and rare give competitive advantage. A firm is said to have a 
competitive advantage when it is implementing a value creating strategy not 
simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential competitors. If the 
resources are also difficult to imitate and substitute for, the result can be longer-term, 
sustainable advantage and performance (Barney, 2001; Rumelt, 1984). A firms is said to 
have a sustained competitive advantage when it is implementing a value creating 
strategy not simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential competitors 
and when these other firms are unable to duplicate the benefits of this strategy (Barney, 
1991). Some users of RBT distinguish resources which can be fully appropriated, such 
as physical capital or brand names, from less tangible assets, such as organizational 
routines and capabilities (Lockett & Thompson, 2001). Similarly, distinctions may be 
drawn between static and dynamic resources (Dierickx & Cool, 1989). The logic of 
generating and sustaining rents suggests that rents are derived from the services of 
durable resources that are relatively important to customers, and are simultaneously 
superior, imperfectly mobile, imperfectly imitable, specialized, imperfectly 
substitutable, and cannot be entirely appropriated by others, when they are non tradeable 
or are traded in imperfect trading markets (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; Rumelt, 1984).  
RBT is widely acknowledged as one of the most prominent and powerful theories for 
describing, explaining, and predicting organizational relationships. Although some 
earlier works had identified organizational resources as important (e.g., Penrose, 1959), 
an RBT of the firm did not begin to take shape until the 1980s. This decade was 
dominated by frameworks that focused externally, such as Porter’s (1980) five-forces 
model, but the gradual emergence of the RBT began to redirect attention inside of 
organizations (Hoskisson et al., 1999). A series of important articles provided insights 
into how phenomena such as organizational culture (Barney, 1986), causal ambiguity 
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(Lippman & Rumelt, 2003), and resources in general (Wernerfelt, 1984) could 
contribute to organizational success. 
In the last two decades, the diffusion of RBT into strategic management and related 
disciplines has been both dramatic and controversial, and has involved considerable 
theoretical development and empirical testing (Barney et al., 2001). In the traditional 
entrepreneurship literature there are many empirical studies grounded on RBT (see Hult 
& Ketchen, 2001, among others), in these investigations, RBT has been used typically 
to understand venture processes and strategic orientations better (Ray et al., 2004). 
However, in the intrapreneurship literature most studies do not use a specific theoretical 
framework (see appendix section for further information). Yet in recent years, 
increasing attention has been focused on the combination and management of resources 
which enable the firm to pursue new business opportunities (Zahra et al., 1999) and 
develop innovative actions (Sorrentino & Williams, 1995; Castrogiovanni et al., 2011), 
and which lead to more effective processes (Meyskens et al., 2010). These studies are 
consistent with the RBT approach which emphasizes the importance of a firm’s 
resources as the drivers of growth (Penrose, 1959), high profits (Wernerfelt, 1984) and 
competitive advantage (Barney, 1991).  
 
3. HYPOTHESES AND PROPOSED MODEL 
Knowledge as a resource 
Individuals with more or higher quality human capital should be better at 
perceiving profitable opportunities, once engaged in the entrepreneurial process, and 
such individuals should also have superior ability at successfully exploiting 
opportunities. Formal education is one of the main components of human capital, as 
education may assist in the accumulation of explicit knowledge that may provide skills 
useful to entrepreneurs (Davidsson & Honig, 2003). More innovative organizations are 
managed by well-educated teams, whose functional areas of expertise are diverse. 
According to recent empirical studies on different cultures around the world, 
investments made in improve human capital and education seem to provide an increase 
in the organizational innovativeness (Alpkan et al., 2010). Similarly, Chen et al. (1998) 
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identified a correlation between the level of entrepreneurial intention and the number of 
management courses taken by students. 
Entrepreneurship education ranks highly on policy agendas in Europe and the US (Von 
Graevenitz et al., 2010), as public authorities have realized the importance of 
entrepreneurship as a contributor to economic development (Fayolle et al., 2006). The 
evidence suggests that people who start businesses have a higher level of education than 
people who do not (Bowen & Hisrich, 1986; Kistruck & Beamish, 2010).  A firm’s 
intellectual capital is considered to be a key and rich source of the knowledge flows 
required to promote corporate entrepreneurship (Chandler et al., 2005). If a company 
has well-qualified employees, the implementation and development of intrapreneurial 
projects will become easier, and, besides, the chances of success will increase. In fact, 
academic entrepreneurs are likely to employ more people than their non-academic 
counterparts (Parker, 2011), and founders with university education apparently make 
higher investments in their business than non-academic entrepreneurs (Reynolds et al., 
1994). Besides this, it is considered to be necessary for a company to offer specific 
training to its workers and to hand down skills from one generation of workers to the 
next in order to implement and develop innovative projects (Hayton & Kelley, 2006). 
Therefore, we pose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 1: A higher educational level makes more likely that individuals 
develop intrapreneurial activities. 
 
Entrepreneurial experience as a resource 
Previous entrepreneurial experience is considered an important characteristic 
that affects and defines entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Although 
some authors, like Westhead & Wright (1998), consider that there is no evidence to 
support the idea that habitual founders run more successful businesses than novice 
founders, other authors state that management skills and experience are the selection 
criteria most frequently used by venture capitalists (Zacharakis & Meyer, 2000). Stuart 
& Abetti (1990) also find a relation between the founder’s specific experience in the 
industry and the success of the business. Similarly, Reuber & Fischer (1999) consider 
that understanding the role played by experience in the performance of a business is a 
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necessary endeavour, as certain kinds of experience are found to be predictive of firm 
performance. According to Wright et al. (1997: 227) “an entrepreneur’s past experience 
is undoubtedly of importance”, and it also provides benchmarks for judging the 
relevance of information (Cooper et al., 1995, Simsek & Heavey, 2011). Thus, 
experience may be associated with a variety of assets, which may include managerial 
and technical skills as well as a network of contacts that can be utilized in subsequent 
ventures. As a result, at any given time only some people, and not others, will know 
about particular customer problems or market characteristics, or the ways to create 
particular products or services (Venkataraman, 1997).  
Overall, entrepreneurial experience may facilitate the identification and exploitation of 
business opportunities (Shane & Khurana, 2003). In addition, experience causes a 
potential reduction in adverse selection problems because of the information gained in 
the past (Wright et al., 1997). Therefore experienced entrepreneurs would be expected 
to be more creative and innovative. According to Shane & Khurana (2003: 522), the 
liability that new firms have to face “is particularly severe for inexperienced 
entrepreneurs. Inexperienced founders do not have a set of stable ties to resource 
holders, who are often relied upon to provide the resources necessary to found an 
organization. Inexperienced founders also need to learn new roles and acquire new 
skills in the course of structuring new organizations.” Ultimately, we have the following 
hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 2: Previous entrepreneurial experience makes more likely that 
individuals develop intrapreneurial activities. 
 
Entrepreneurial intention as a resource 
Entrepreneurs’ ideas and intentions form the initial strategic template of new 
organizations and are important underpinnings of new venture development. Even 
though entrepreneurial ideas (for new products, new services, new social movements) 
begin with inspiration, sustained attention and intention are needed in order for them to 
become manifest. The opportunity recognition process, for example, is clearly an 
intentional process, so entrepreneurial intentions merit researchers’ attention (Krueger et 
al., 2000). “Intentionality is a state of mind directing a person’s attention (and therefore 
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experience and action) toward a specific object (goal) or a path in order to achieve 
something (means)” (Bird, 1988: 442). Similarly, Ajzen (1991: 181) defines intentions 
as “indications of how hard individuals are willing to try, of how much of an effort they 
are planning to exert, to perform the behavior”. Entrepreneurial intentions are 
considered to have a significant impact on all organizations, because they guide 
entrepreneurs’ goal setting, communication, commitment, organization, and other kinds 
of work (Bird, 1988). In existing firms, executives personal values have been found to 
affect corporate strategy (Guth & Taguiri, 1965; Monsen et al., 2010), intuition has been 
shown to play an important role in executive problem solving and planning  (Isenberg, 
1984), and the beliefs and perceptions of top managers have been found to directly 
affect the organizations they lead (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). 
Intentions have been shown to be good predictors of subsequent behaviour (Ajzen, 
2001). Thus understanding the nature of the antecedent factors that influence 
entrepreneurial intentions becomes essential to the study of entrepreneurial behaviour 
(Fitzsimmons & Douglas, 2011; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Existing theory on the 
development of entrepreneurial intentions has basically used two different models: 
Shapero’s (1982) entrepreneurial event model and Ajzen’s (1987) theory of planned 
behaviour. In Shapero’s model, entrepreneurial intentions are derived from perceptions 
of feasibility and desirability, and a propensity to act upon opportunities. On the other 
hand, the theory of planned behaviour identifies three attitudinal antecedents to 
intention: (1) attitude towards the act; (2) subjective norms; and (3) perceived feasibility 
(Shook et al., 2003). Thus, we pose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial intention makes more likely that individuals 
develop intrapreneurial activities. 
 
Entrepreneurial competences as capabilities 
A principal mechanism through which an organization develops new 
competitive advantages is through the pursuit of new initiatives – attempts to add new 
products, markets and technologies to its current repertoire. Such attempts require the 
firm to obtain new resources and combine them with resources it already possesses, or 
reconfigure those existing resources (McGrath et al., 1995). This process requires 
12 
 
having an entrepreneurial vision. Vision is what Carland et al. (1996) meant by “seeing 
what is not there”: it is not the ability to recognize opportunities, but the ability to see 
how to change the environment to create opportunities (Ensley et al., 2000). The 
entrepreneur is characterized by specialized knowledge of how to organize the ideas and 
capabilities to generate new projects, assuming the inherent risks in innovation (Miller, 
1983). This capability becomes an entrepreneur’s intangible critical asset that allows the 
company to obtain a competitive advantage based on learning. According to Alvarez & 
Busenitz (2001), business formation is an entrepreneurial act that requires the 
coordination and transmission of the tacit or specialized knowledge that entrepreneurs 
possess. The entrepreneur’s ability to transform creative ideas into heterogeneous 
results makes the company more than the market. Entrepreneurial knowledge is abstract 
knowledge about how and where to obtain ideas.  
New initiatives tend to occur in conditions where information is either missing or 
difficult to interpret. This implies that decisions and actions must be pursued in the face 
of uncertainty and ambiguity (Daft & Weick, 1984). So concepts of planning, control 
and learning, which are perhaps appropriate for the management of more mature 
businesses, are inappropriate or destructive to new initiatives (Block & MacMillan, 
1985). Innovative business ideas require people to make decisions based on very little 
evidence, which requires high levels of self-confidence (Koellinger, 2008) and, in fact, 
it is a characteristic of overconfident people that they can make these decisions (Cooper 
et al., 1995). Overconfidence is greatest for difficult tasks, for forecasts with low 
predictability, and for activities that lack fast and clear feedback (Fischhoff et al., 1977), 
all of which are particularly relevant to innovative business ideas. According to this 
evidence we pose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 4: Considering that one has the necessary entrepreneurial 






Personal networks as capabilities 
 The concept of social capital is widely agreed to be ambiguous. It has many 
different connotations, and so the scope for confusion is considerable (Anderson & 
Jack, 2002; Casson & Della Giusta, 2007). There are tensions between the way the 
concept is used in sociology and political science on the one hand and in economics on 
the other. These different connotations for the personal networks concept show that the 
concept might still be in an emerging phase (De Carolis & Saparito, 2006). Aldrich & 
Zimmer (1986: 2) define networks as “the opportunity structures through which 
entrepreneurs obtain information, resources, and social support to identify and exploit 
opportunities”. Relationships may be articulated through the mechanism of membership 
of formal organizations, through the links an entrepreneur develops with suppliers, 
distributors, and customers, or through the utilization of social contacts, including 
acquaintances, friends, family, and kin (Dodd & Patra, 2000). Entrepreneurial networks 
have been shown to act as providers of psychological and practical support 
(Johannisson, 1986, 1987), access to opportunities (Burt, 1992; Hills et al., 1997), and a 
host of other resources, including finance and information (Ostgaard & Birley, 1994). 
Similiarly, Burt (1992) characterizes social capital as a resource that brings a higher rate 
of return on investments. He suggests that social capital creates an advantage in “… the 
way in which social structure renders competition imperfect by creating entrepreneurial 
opportunities for certain players and not for others” (1992: 57). Indeed, the literature on 
both entrepreneurship (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986) and social capital (Burt, 1992) has 
emphasized the importance of connections and networks for the establishment of new 
ventures and for innovation in general (De Carolis & Saparito, 2006). Networks 
facilitate the acquisition of resources by promoting a constant flow of information from 
diverse sources (Fernandez et al., 2000). Social capital may also help to understand how 
resources are integrated and recombined in firms with dynamic capabilities (Grant, 
1996). Finally, in mobilizing resources for one purpose, social capital also acts to 
release other resources (Blyler & Coff, 2003). Ultimately, we present the following 
hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 5: Knowing other entrepreneurs makes more likely that individuals 




Opportunity recognition as a capability 
Many scholars consider that opportunity identification represents the most 
distinctive and fundamental entrepreneurial behaviour (Kirzner, 1979; Stevenson & 
Jarillo, 1990). Consequently, understanding the opportunity identification process 
represents one of the core intellectual questions in the domain of entrepreneurship 
(Gaglio & Katz, 2001). In broad terms, an opportunity may be defined as the chance to 
meet a market need (or interest or want) through a creative combination of resources to 
deliver superior value (Schumpeter, 1934; Kirzner, 1973). Thus, to have 
entrepreneurship, you must first have entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane & 
Venkataraman, 2000). Before an individual can earn an entrepreneurial profit from an 
opportunity, he or she must discover that it has value (Shane, 2000). Previous 
researchers have argued that entrepreneurial opportunities exist primarily because 
different members of society have different beliefs about the relative value (the potential 
to transform them into a different state) of resources (Kirzner, 1997). Assuming these 
different beliefs, all opportunities are not obvious to everyone all of the time (Hayek, 
1945). Therefore, at any point in time, only a certain subset of the population will 
discover a given opportunity (Kirzner, 1973). In this sense, research has suggested two 
broad categories of factors that influence the probability that particular people will 
discover particular opportunities: (1) the possession of the prior information necessary 
to identify an opportunity and (2) the cognitive properties necessary to value it (Shane 
& Venkataraman, 2000). 
In order that these ideas are materialized into intrapreneurial actions, the intrapreneur 
has to possess the capacity to identify opportunities in the environment (Shane and 
Venkataraman, 2000). Therefore, the generation of ideas depends not only on the 
education and entrepreneurial spirit of the employee but also on the employee’s ability 
to detect opportunities. Ultimately, all this will cause the company to obtain competitive 
advantages (Morris & Sexton, 1996) – that is, to implement value creation strategies 
that are not simultaneously implemented by other companies because they are grounded 
in unique, valuable, inimitable, and difficult to replace skills. Based on these 
explanations, the following hypothesis is posed: 
Hypothesis 6: Being able to identify business opportunities makes more likely 
that individuals develop intrapreneurial activities. 
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Source: Own elaboration 
 
4. DATA AND METHODS 
Description of the variables 
 As we stated earlier, this article analyses the effect of resources and capabilities 
on intrapreneurship. The study uses data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 
(GEM). This project is currently the most relevant study on entrepreneurial activity 
worldwide; it was developed as joint research between two universities, the London 
Business School (United Kingdom) and Babson College (USA). The GEM research 
programme is an annual assessment of the national level of entrepreneurial activity. The 
project was initiated in 1999 with 10 countries; in 2010 the database included 
information for 59 economies worldwide. Thus, the GEM has become the largest 
survey-based study of entrepreneurship in the world; since its creation it has surveyed 
about a million people and has interviewed around 11,000 experts. The GEM research 
has three main objectives: to measure differences in the level of entrepreneurial activity 
among countries, to uncover factors determining national levels of entrepreneurial 
activity, and to identify policies that may enhance the national level of entrepreneurial 
activity. In addition, in 2011, a total of 106 articles had been published in JCR indexed 
publications using a GEM database.  
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To ensure the quality of the data, the individual national team surveys are collected in 
exactly the same way and at exactly the same time of year. The individual national team 
surveys are harmonized into one master data set that allows users to investigate 
entrepreneurial activity at various stages of the entrepreneurial process, as well as to 
study a variety of factors characterizing both entrepreneurs and their businesses in each 
participating nation and across countries. The primary research tool of the GEM is the 
Adult Population Survey (APS), which gathers information randomly from people aged 
from 18 to 64 years. The main objective of the survey is to measure the attitudes 
towards entrepreneurship in the general population. In addition, this information is 
complemented with a national expert survey consisting of a 45 minute to 1 hour 
interview that provides a detailed description of the unique features of the (9) 
entrepreneurial framework conditions. Ultimately, some secondary data are also used 
(Reynolds et al., 2005). 
Dependent variable. The dependent variable comes from the Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor (GEM) 2008 database. The binary variable intrapreneurial activity is used as 
the dependent variable, and is a measure of individuals who, alone or with others, are 
currently trying to start a new business or a new venture for their employer as part of 
their normal work. 39 countries and 36,325 individuals were included in the final 
sample. 
Independent variables. Two vectors of independent variables are considered in this 
study: resources and capabilities. Each vector is measured by three different variables 
from the GEM database.  
Control variables. Although we are interested in developing a resource-based theory 
model, other factors may also influence entrepreneurial activity. Recent research has 
shown the importance of socio-demographic factors (Arenius & Minniti, 2005; 
Langowitz & Minniti, 2007), and countries’ economic development, in explaining 
entrepreneurial behaviour. Thus we have included several control variables, to ensure 
that the results were not unjustifiably influenced by such factors. In each model, we 
controlled the individuals’ socio-demographics characteristics (gender and age) and 
macro variables (country per capita income). 
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- Gender. Previous research indicates that women’s participation rates in 
entrepreneurship are significantly lower than men’s rates (Arenius & Minniti, 2005; 
Langowitz & Minniti, 2007), and that men are more likely to start a business than 
women (Blanchflower, 2004). A dummy variable for gender is included in this study to 
test for the significance of gender effects. 
- Age. Empirical evidence indicates the existence of a significant relationship between 
age and entrepreneurial activity (Evans & Leighton, 1989; Levesque & Minniti, 2006).  
- Country per capita income. Several authors identify a negative relationship between 
the level of new business activity and economic development, measured by income per 
capita, in emerging economies (Wennekers et al., 2005). We therefore include the 
natural logarithm of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) at purchasing power parity (PPP) 
per capita.  




Table 1. Variables’ description 
 Variable Description and database Possible values 
Dependent 
variable 
Intrapreneur Binary variable equal to 1 if individuals are, 
alone or with others, currently trying to start 
a new business or a new venture for their 
employer - an effort that is part of their 
normal work. 
1. Intrapreneur 
0. In other cases 
 Knowledge Binary variable which indicates if the 
respondent has any graduate program 








Binary variable which indicates if the 





Binary variable which indicates if the 






Binary variable which indicates if the 
respondent agreed with the statement ‘‘You 
have the knowledge, skill, and experience 








Binary variable which indicates if the 
respondent agreed with the statement ‘‘You 
know someone personally who started a 





Binary variable which indicates if the 
respondent agreed with the statement “In the 
next six months, there will be good 
opportunities for starting a business in the 
area where you 1ive”. 
1. Yes 
0. No 
Gender Respondents were asked to specify their 




Age Respondents were asked to specify their year 
of birth. GEM. 
 
Control 
variables lnGDP Natural logarithm of gross domestic product 
(GDP) at purchasing power parity (PPP) per 
capita (U.S. dollar). International Monetary 




Data analysis and model 
Given the binary nature of the dependent variable, we analysed the effect of 
resources and capabilities on intrapreneurial activity through binary response models, 
usually known as probability models. In a similar way to regression analysis, models for 
binary response extend the principles of generalized linear models in order to give a 
better treatment of dichotomous dependent variables. In fact, models for binary 
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response are extensions of the standard log-linear model, and allow the study of a 
mixture of categorical and continuous independent variables with respect to a 
categorical dependent variable. Binomial logistic regression (logit) estimates the 
probability of an event happening. The binomial logit model assumes that the decision 
of an individual i depends on an unobservable utility index Ui (also known as the latent 
variable), which is determined by one or more explanatory variables. Thus, the larger 
the value of the Ui index, the greater the probability that the dependent variable takes 
the value of one. Consequently, we express the index Ui as: 
iiiiii XZZIPU   11211 2)1(       (1) 
Where: 
iZ1  collects information related to resources; 
iZ2  collects information related to capabilities;  
iX1  collects the effect of the control variables; and 
i  is the random disturbance. 
 
5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Table 2 provides means, standard deviations, and pairwise correlation 
coefficients for the variables we studied, and Table 3 provides the results of the logistic 
regression models for resources and entrepreneurial activity.  
The Table 2 correlations show that some variables may be highly correlated. Thus, we 
also conducted a multi-collinearity diagnostic test (examining the variance inflation 
factors – VIFs – of all variables in the analysis), and we found that multi-collinearity is 
not likely to be a problem for this dataset. Also, to address the possibility of 
heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation among observations pertaining to the same 
country, robust standard errors, clustered by country, were estimated (White, 1980). In 
Table 3, Model 1 presents the logistic regression results with the control variables only, 
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and Models 2 and 3 separately introduce resources and capabilities and the control 
variables. Model 4 is the full model with all the significant variables. 
As mentioned, Model 1 includes only the control variables. Thus, following Arenius & 
Minniti (2005), we entered variables measuring the individuals’ socio-demographic 
characteristics (gender and age) as well as a macro variable (lnGDP). Consistent with 
the existing literature on entrepreneurship, the results suggest that an individual’s socio-
demographic characteristics are quite important for understanding the likelihood of him 
or her becoming an intrapreneur. The overall model is significant since the log 
pseudolikelihood statistic is -5621.584 with a p-value of 0.000; it predicts 96.23% of the 
responses correctly. All coefficients are significant with a p-value ≤ 0.001 and they have 
the expected sign. According to the existing empirical research on entrepreneurship 
(Arenius & Minniti, 2005: 234), being male increases the probability of becoming an 
intrapreneur. The age negative coefficient indicates that the probability of becoming an 
intrapreneur decreases with age (Levesque & Minniti, 2006). Finally, the lnGDP 
negative coefficient indicates that a lower income in one’s country increases the 
probability of one becoming an intrapreneur. This finding is similar to results for 
entrepreneurial activity (Reynolds et al., 2001). 
 
Table 2. Correlation Matrix 
 Mean Std. Dev. 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Intrapreneurial activity 0.04 0.19  1.00    
2. Knowledge 0.22 0.41  0.03***  1.00   
3. Entrepreneurial experience 0.03 0.16  0.07*** -0.02  1.00  
4. Entrepreneurial intention 0.48 1.54  0.07***  0.01  0.03***  1.00 
5. Entrepreneurial competences 0.47 0.50  0.13***  0.06***  0.11***  0.14*** 
6. Personal network 0.40 0.49  0.11***  0.08***  0.07***  0.11*** 
7. Opportunity recognition 0.31 0.46  0.10***  0.01  0.06***  0.06*** 
8. Gender 0.47 0.50  0.05***  0.01  0.03***  0.05*** 
9. Age 42.33 15.16 -0.06*** -0.02 -0.01 -0.11*** 
10. lnGDP 9.81 0.72 -0.09***  0.14*** -0.09*** -0.15*** 
       
 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 
5. Entrepreneurial competences  1.00      
6. Personal network  0.26***  1.00     
7. Opportunity recognition  0.21***  0.21***  1.00    
8. Gender  0.16***  0.11***  0.07*** 1.00   
9. Age -0.07*** -0.16*** -0.09*** -0.03*** 1.00  
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10. lnGDP -0.18*** -0.09*** -0.12*** -0.03*** 0.17*** 1.00 
Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
In order to explain the impact of resources on intrapreneurial activity, Model 2 adds 
three variables to the control variables: knowledge, entrepreneurial experience and 
entrepreneurial intention. Model 2 correctly predicts 96.23% of the responses; Model 1 
correctly predicts the same percentage, but in the case of this second model the pseudo 
R-squared increases. As expected, having knowledge (to be more specific, having a 
degree), having previous entrepreneurial experience and having entrepreneurial 
intention increase the probability of becoming an intrapreneur (p < 0.01). 
In Model 3 we incorporate the variables of capabilities (entrepreneurial competences, 
personal network and opportunity recognition) and the control variables. The percentage 
correctly predicted in Model 3 is 96.23%, the same percentage as in Models 1 and 2, but 
the pseudo R-squared increases even more. Moreover, according to the Akaike criterion 
(AIC) and the Schwarz criterion (BIC’), Model 3 is better than Model 2 in explaining 
the probability of an individual becoming an intrapreneur. Also, all variables 
(entrepreneurial competences, personal network and opportunity recognition) are 
significant (p ≤ 0.001) and they have the expected positive sign. 
Finally, Model 4 shows the coefficients for the resources and capabilities variables and 
the control variables. In this case, R-squared is the largest of all the models, and the 
model correctly predicts 96.23% of the responses. The Akaike criterion (AIC) and the 
Schwarz criterion (BIC’) are lower than in all previous models. Also, in Model 4 the 
importance of gender, age, and lnGDP remains unchanged. The resources (knowledge, 
entrepreneurial experience and entrepreneurial intention) and capabilities 
(entrepreneurial competences, personal network and opportunity recognition) are 
statistically significant in explaining the intrapreneurial activity.  
Results indicate that all the resources and capabilities analysed have an influence on 
intrapreneurial activity, as all of them are significant and with the expected sign. 
Hypothesis 1 from the literature review is not rejected, therefore we accept it. This 
means that education plays a role in the development of intrapreneurial activities 
because it assists in the accumulation of knowledge (Davidsson & Honig, 2003) that 
can become a key source for promoting intrapreneurship (Chandler et al., 2005). 
Hypotheses 2 and 3 are not rejected neither, so previous entrepreneurial experience and 
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intention are considered to have a significant impact on an organization’s 
intrapreneurial activities. Experience seems to be associated with a variety of assets, as 
it can provide expertise in running a business (Wright et al., 1997) and benchmarks for 
judging the relevance of information (Cooper et al., 1995). From the capabilities point 
of view, the fact that the employee considers that he or she has the necessary 
competences to create a new business influences corporate entrepreneurship. Having 
confidence that one has the knowledge, skills, and experience necessary to create a 
start-up positively influences corporate business ventures; therefore, Hypothesis 4 is not 
rejected and so we accept it. Hypothesis 5 cannot be rejected neither: intrapreneurship is 
more likely to happen if personal networks exist. These networks can be seen as the 
structures through which entrepreneurs obtain information, resources, and social support 
to identify and exploit opportunities (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986). Similarly, Floyd & 
Wooldridge (1999) consider personal networks as one of the main drivers of 
cooperation and collective action among employees. Finally, the fact that an employee 
is able to identify business opportunities in the short term (6 months) also has a positive 
effect. Thus, Hypothesis 6 is not rejected, and the importance of opportunity recognition 
in entrepreneurial behaviour is highlighted (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990).  
Overall, results suggest that having the appropriate resources and capabilities is a 
necessary condition for the development of intrapreneurial activities. Previous literature 
has already studied the necessity of creating an inner environment that is conducive to 
internal entrepreneurship and individual commitment to sustainable corporate 
entrepreneurship (Alpkan et al., 2010). A successful intrapreneurial spirit can only be 
possible if a suitable internal support climate is established where intrapreneurs engage 
in opportunity-seeking entrepreneurial behaviours, as in the case of independent 
entrepreneurs discovering important challenges and opportunities (Zahra, 1991; 
Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999; Jeong et al., 2006). When these efforts are supported and 
coordinated by managers, these endeavours will result in sustainable competitive 
advantages through innovation in the form of new products, services, and processes 
(Quinn, 1985; Hornsby et al., 2002; Rhee et al., 2010). In this sense, Antoncic and Zorn 
(2004) find causal links between organizational support and types of product and 
technological innovations; and Hornsby et al. (2009) find correlation between top 







Table 3. Logit results predicting intrapreneurial activity 
 Model 1.  Model 2.  Model 3.  Model 4. 
 dF/dx Std. Err.  dF/dx Std. Err.  dF/dx Std. Err.  dF/dx Std. Err. 
Resources           
Knowledge    0.017*** (0.004)     0.009*** (0.003) 
Entrepreneurial experience    0.053*** (0.013)     0.025*** (0.007) 
Entrepreneurial intention    0.003*** (0.001)     0.002*** (0.000) 
Capabilities           
Entrepreneurial competences       0.031*** (0.005)  0.028*** (0.005) 
Personal network       0.016*** (0.002)  0.014*** (0.002) 
Opportunity recognition       0.001*** (0.002)  0.015*** (0.002) 
Control variables           
Gender  0.017*** (0.0316)  0.016*** (0.029)  0.007*** (0.002)  0.007*** (0.002) 
Age -0.000*** (0.000)  -0.000*** (0.001)  -0.000*** (0.000)  -0.000*** (0.000) 
lnGDP -0.017*** (0.004)  -0.015*** (0.003)  -0.008*** (0.003)  -0.008*** (0.002) 
            
Number of obs 36325   36325   36324   36325  
Pseudo R-squared 0.0370   0.0542   0.0932   0.1088  
Log pseudolikelihood  -5621.584   -5521.280   -5254.2552   -5202.2043  
Percent correctly predicted 96.23%   96.23%   96.23%   96.23%  
AIC 11251.17   11056.56   10522.51   10424.41  
BIC’ 11285.17   11116.06   10582.01   10509.41  
Note: *** significant at p ≤ 0.001; ** significant at p ≤ 0.01; *significant at p ≤ 0.05.  









Assuming that intrapreneurship is an important element in organizational and 
economic development (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001), it is interesting to understand which 
factors contribute to fostering and enhancing it. Using data from the 2008 Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) for 39 countries, this research has analysed the 
influence of resources and capabilities on corporate entrepreneurship. The results show 
that companies’ resources and capabilities are a key factor in the development of 
internal entrepreneurship (Ireland et al., 2009). Specifically, the study demonstrates 
(through a logistic model) that entrepreneurial resources and capabilities, such as 
previous entrepreneurial experience, entrepreneurial competences and the ability to 
detect business opportunities, increase the probability of becoming an intrapreneur. In 
other words, the research does not show significant differences between entrepreneurs 
and intrapreneurs, since they are affected by similar bases of resources and capabilities. 
The factors which determine whether new start-up opportunities are commercialized via 
corporate venturing or entrepreneurship have already been studied in the literature 
(Parker, 2011). However, a deeper understanding of the relationship between nascent 
intrapreneurship and nascent entrepreneurship could generate new insights in the 
literature. 
The contributions of this study are both conceptual and practical. From the theoretical 
perspective, the work advances the application of resource-based theory in the analysis 
of corporate entrepreneurship. To our knowledge no study has empirically analysed the 
factors affecting intrapreneurship using a resource-based theory perspective. Besides 
this, empirically measuring resources and, especially, capabilities has sometimes 
generated discussion among scholars (Dutta et al., 2005). This study contributes to the 
improvement of the operationalization of the variables of resources and capabilities by 
using the GEM database. In addition, the results basically show how some factors make 
it more likely that a company will develop corporate entrepreneurship activities.  Thus, 
from a practical point of view, the study could be useful for the design of policies to 
promote and foster intrapreneurship. In fact, as both entrepreneurship and 
intrapreneurship seem to be affected by the same bases of resources and capabilities, 
entrepreneurship would be supported by policies designed to foster intrapreneurship, 
and vice versa. 
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The study suggests several future lines of research. First, a more in-depth study of the 
relationship between resources and corporate entrepreneurship is needed. Second, 
according to the resource-based theory approach, a larger number of new variables 
could be used as proxies (both from resources and from capabilities). Besides, some of 
these variables could behave in a less direct and linear way, for example as mediating 
variables (Gomez-Haro et al., 2011). Additionally, intrapreneurship could be measured 
in different ways (with a wider or a narrower definition). Third, the research could be 
complemented by the use of environmental conditioning factors. In this sense, 
institutional theory (North, 1990) appears as a fruitful theoretical framework. Finally, a 
panel data study could be carried out showing how changes in the base of resources and 
capabilities influence intrapreneurial activities. 
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